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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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Response to Applicant's Arguments 



1 . The response filed, January 1 5, 2004, has been entered and made of record. 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are not deemed to be 
persuasive for at least the following reasons. 

On page 4, third paragraph, Applicant states, "Examiner's argument totally failed 
to acknowledge the fact that the database of the Koerich 1 reference also includes 
parameters and data that interact with the image data (no matter how that image data 
was created) in the computer so as to create a virtual 'template' as the reference 
image." The Examiner responds by pointing out that: 

1) The Examiner has not denied that the database includes parameters and data. 
This is clearly shown in Fig.4 (page 2153), in the Database block. Note too, that the 
database includes images, obtained by the optical scanner, as well. 

2) The Examiner does not agree that the parameters and data interact with the 
image data in the computer so as to create a virtual template as the reference image. 
The Examiner assumes by "reference image" Applicant means the stored image which 
is compared with the input image. Koerich 1's template is a mask derived from 
customer and bank parameter data. It is used to mask out (and thus extract) certain 
areas (fig. 5), after comparison (note Fig.4, where the template is used on the output of 
the subtraction block. The templage is not a reference image. 

On page 4, last paragraph, Applicant equates Koerich 1's template to a 
"reference image". The Examiner disagrees. As stated previously, Koerich 1's template 
(page 2153, Fig.4, Template Generation block) is used as a mask to extract certain 
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areas of the result of the comparison (Fig.4, "Filled Information Extraction" block; Fig. 5). 
It itself is not used directly in the comparison (subtraction) process. 

On page 5, second paragraph Applicant alleges that none of the references 
starts with a simple scan and stores a basic initial image. The Examiner disagrees. 
Koerich 1 scans, using an optical scanner, to store basic pattern images (page 2153, 
Fig.4, "Optical Scanner" and "Database" blocks). 

On page 5, last paragraph, Applicant argues that Koerich 1's teaching "clearly is 
not the same thing as the present invention wherein each input image after the first is 
compared with all of the input images that have gone before it in the generation of a 
composite comparison output." (emphasis added). The Examiner responds by pointing 
out that this is not what is being claimed in claims 2 or 7. Therefore it is irrelevant as to 
whether Koerich 1 teaches this or not. 

On page 6, second paragraph, Applicant makes the point that in Koerich 2, "the 
background removal is accomplished before the system initiates the steps of the 
template formation procedure and the removal of baselines and printed characters from 
the virtual image of the input check with its background removal." (Applicant's 
emphasis). The Examiner does not understand the relevancy of this argument to the 
Office Action or the claims. 

On page 6, third paragraph, Applicant makes the argument that Koerich 1 does 
not disclose the output of the virtual image of the input check with its background 
removed. Applicant makes a similar argument in the last paragraph of page 6 ("The 
Examiner, however, fails to recognize that no actual output is provided for the virtual 
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result of the comparison of the stored background image with the input check image in 
either of the cited references."), and the first paragraph of page 7 ("Applicant 
respectfully submits. ..that it does not teach, disclose or suggest the invention of either 
Claim 2 or Claim 7 of the present invention (that specifically provides means for the 
output of the result of generated by the comparison means)..." The Examiner 
disagrees. Koerich 1 does output the image of the input image with its background 
removed. Note in Fig.4 (page 2153), the subtraction (i.e., the comparison) of the input 
image and the stored image from the database takes place in the block "Images 
Subtraction." The result of the subtraction (i.e., the input image minus the background 
image) is output to the "Filled Information Extraction" block. Therefore, Koerich 1 does 
disclose outputting the result of the comparison, as called for by the claims. The 
Examiner wishes to point out that the claim does not indicate to where the result is 
output, so the broad language of the claim reads on the Koerich 1 reference. 

On page 6, third paragraph, Applicant argues Koerich 1 does not disclose the 
threshold limitation present in the comparison step. In response, the Examiner would 
like to point out that the last Office Action admitted that the threshold limitation was not 
disclosed by Koerich 1 , but was taught by Koerich 2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
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forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 2 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

the article, "Automatic Extraction of Filled Information from Bankchecks" by Koerich et 

al. (hereinafter "Koerich 1"), in combination with the article, "A System for Automatic 

Extraction of the User-Entered Data from Bankchecks" by Koerich et al. (hereinafter 

"Koerich 2"). 

With regard to claim 2, Koerich 1 discloses an image processing apparatus (note 
the system in Fig.4, and reference to "machine understanding" in Section 2) comprising 
at least: 

input means for carrying out a distribution process of image information inputted 
through an image input mechanism (Fig.4, "Optical Scanner"); 

storing means for storing an image inputted through the input means (Fig.4, 
"Database"); 

comparing means for comparing an image inputted through the input means with 
an image stored in the storing means (Fig.4, "Images Subtraction" of the input images 
and Background pattern images); and 

output means for outputting a result of comparison by the comparing means 
(Fig.4, output of "Images Subtraction" block after "Position Adjustment" block, and 
subsequent blocks), 

wherein the comparing means includes calculating means for calculating a 
difference in pixel values which represent pixel densities, between an image newly 
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inputted through the input means and an image stored in the storing means, and 
recognizing means for recognizing a portion common to the stored and newly input 
images (note in section 3.2 "Background Elimination" the apparatus calculates a 
difference between a position-adjusted newly inputted image, Icd(x,Y), and a 
background pattern image, Icb(x,Y), stored in the database). 

Koerich 1 does not teach that the recognizing means compares an output of a 
calculating means with a preset threshold value. However, this is well known in the art 
as evidenced by Koerich 2. Note that Koerich 2 teaches calculating a difference in pixel 
values between an image inputted through an input means, and an image stored in a 
storing means. Koerich 2 further teaches recognizing a portion common to the stored 
and newly input images by comparing the difference to a preset threshold value (see 
section "Background Pattern Elimination," where a difference between a newly inputted 
image, a n (x,y), and a background pattern image, b n (x,y), stored in the database, is 
calculated, and compared to a threshold T). Koerich 2 states that this technique 
tolerates small differences between the two images involved in the background pattern 
elimination. This would yield improved results. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Koerich 1 according to Koerich 2. 

Koerich 2 further teaches that the comparing means includes extracting means 
for causing the output means to output only pixels corresponding to pixels of the stored 
and newly input images respectively when the difference in pixel values calculated by 
the calculating means is equal to or less than the threshold value (note in section 
"Background Pattern Elimination" the equation for c n (x,y) indicates that when the 



* 
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difference is less than or equal to the threshold value T, c n (x f y) takes on a value of 1 
(i.e., a pixel is output), otherwise, the c n (x,y) takes on a value of 0 (i.e., no pixel is 
output)). 

With regard to claim 7, Koerich 2 discloses a setting means for allowing a user to 
set the threshold value (this is inherent. Note in the next to last sentence of the section 
"Background Pattern Elimination" the reference indicates that T was chosen to be 20. 
This provides evidence that T is settable by a user, and therefore the system must have 
some means for allowing T to be set.). 



5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 



Allowable Subject Matter 



4. 



Claims 3, 5-6, 8-9 are allowed. 



Conclusion 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jon Chang whose telephone number is (703)305-8439. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 a.m. -6:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amelia Au can be reached on (703)308-6604. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions oh access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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